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AESTRACT 
“Recent. ichartouad research hag challenged - the 
relationship ‘between speech organization and the communication 
variables of source credibility and attitude change. Iwo hundred 
eighty-seven students comprising six discussion sectiohs of a basic 
speech course were exposed. to videotaped versions of three separate 


* — ‘-*Credibility; ‘Higher Education; Logic; *Organization; 


“ speech conditions: a 30% disorganized’ Speech, a 60% disorganized *. 


speech, and an organized speech. Levels of. disorganization were 
achieved by random relocation of sentences within the -text. Data 
revealed that the, organized speech produced significantly greater 
acceptance of the speaker's ‘position and more positive assessment ha 
the speaker's credibility th did either disorganized version. 
Credibility ratings did not Styaificantiy differ between 30% and 60% 
disorganizaticn levels, nor was persuasive ability perceptibly 
different in either case. Speake haractér was dlso assessed'as 
- higher when an organized version’ was given. While speaker authority 
was viewed as strcnger when an organized speech was presented than. 
when a 30% disorganized speech was given, no significant difference 
was noted in assessment of authority between organized: and 60% 
disorganized presentations. (KS) 
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-Who can challenge the valuable relationships between speech 


‘organization and the pan ae variables of source credibility , 
and attitude change? Several recent behavioral xesearchers have and 


’ ge * 


with some surprising results. Sd al studies explexed potential» 
relationships’ between speech organization and attitude change. Saith | 
in 1951 found no effect on persuasiveness when a single main division ; 
of a speech was moved from its normal sequence, though novenent of 

two main divisions significantly reduced persuasion, and complete 
randomization of the main divisions produced a negative effect.) _ , 
Baker reported that "perceived spgaker disorganization cues did not +% 
significantly or differentially affect audience attitude change. ne 
Thompson donsituded in 1960 that no significant differences in attitude 
change resulted from @isorganization.? In disagreenent = both 

Baker and Thompson, MeCroskey and Kehrley found; “the vivendce of 
either weTiene Aisorganteation or extenntvegon-flannciss was ; 


sufficient te sieniticantly reduce the amount of attitude change. 


prodiiced by a speaker... .07 | 3 
Other studies have explored the relationship between message . 
organization and speaker credibility. Baker disclosed that “perceived } 
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speaker dincieenlastiva eves did not stentficantly reduce the 
credibility of the’ speaker. "5 In a later ataty, Thoupgon exenbaed, 
credibility by snéveduaing a question about the speaker's inforna- 


s 


tion level. He found that the audience's opinion of the speaker's 


information level did not alter with changes in oe nbssage struc- 


tune,© 


found opposite results. One study by Sharp and McClung found 


Two studies that later used Thompson's ictinalud speech 


“students exposed to a disorganized speech thought less of the 
speaker after hearing his talk than veford he spoke. "” In ae other 
BE Beteusker and Mehrley found that the organization of a i seis 


a 


had no significant uence: on the character and dynamism dimensions 
of credibility, though a did have a sientfroant influence on the 
authority dinension.© dee of the studies ous created percentage 


> levels of unstructuring and, therefore, aid not neasure the effect ap 


of. different percentage levels of unstructuring on attitude change 


jand source credibility. . PP a " ae 


- 


ae Researchers ree found it key to ‘question whether audience 
members can perceive message etsorgention Three stidies contain * Pas 
. the previous FIEMs Saith concluded from the use of a Woodward 
shift-of-opinion ballot that “listners can tell if a speech iswell - 
organized, . . 7 fakes approached the question by using a seven- 
” anterval semantic différential scale which contained “organised” and 
"disorganized" as the paired adjectives for evaluating whether the 


manipulated speaker disorganization cues were perceived by audience 


» 


i 


sabiitiercs Baker states; "the mesitte suggest that the subjects did . \ 
Senay eimatee the enn py peet Aiparend vation cues. . » _nl0 i 

Finally, Thompson used a question asking whether the speech was (1) 

highly organized, (2) adequately organized, (3) inadequately organized, 

‘or (4) poorly oryanieed,. emeaon found that "listeners ‘aGpane to, ee 
recognize an ‘unstructured ncaech as unstructured. . . a Though the .° «+ 
“findings from all ‘three studies suggest that audience apaters can | 

perceive message organization, the’ findings provide no indication: of 


‘tho degree of disorganization that must exist before the audience I 


wes disorganization. 
After considerimg the speech alterations employed by previous. 


@ 
disorganization to mean the TAO reatrangenent of @ speech: withou 


additions or deletions to the original organized apeech, ~” Studies 


by sates. Sharp and McClung, and Darne11j'4 used ese unstru 


ry 


Only Smith worked from a single recorded presentation by editing 


the master recording into different experimental conditions, His |: ( 
structural alterations involved the order of the three maih ae 


14 saith recorded his. 


Cee in each dieesk, that he employed. 
message on a phongeraph record and moved the needle to transpose 


the introduction, body, and conclusion as entire units. 
’ . 


The Problem j ) 
The studies of speech organization that! were surveyed 

used either’ printed pienentadteis, disc recordings, audio “tapes, 

or video ficiui aelnese differences in media of presentation warrant 

concern about comparability of results from these studies, In the 

recordings, both audio and video, all but one study used a single 

speaker who recorded several successive presentations, eich from 

a different aenuhorint version of a speech. These successive :s ‘ 

DPIED Witty. Me cig endangered the findings by introducing an 

"intervening variable, namely differences in speaker vocal and ie 


physical delivery from one recorded presentation to the next, Only 


Saith attempted to work from a single recorded presentation by’ 
editing the master recording into different SAP PNAASOVEL, © conditions 
of SUAS RASS AEN: But his structured alterations were limited to 
transpositions of the three main divisions of each speech, +5 Saaller 


message units, such as sentences, could provide more opportunities 


® £3 
for Dearciageners and a better cont lof duarie of ee ee 
Most earlier studsed used extremes of organization and disorganize- 
tion. What influence would lesser egrees of Aisorganieation have? 
In other instances the sacrascnbinien hose to add or delete rhetorical 
elements. Might not these mee or deletions have an-Lapact on 


listeners irrespective of message ee Often the ‘ieecins 


“used in- previous studies were short in duration possibly allowing - 


- 


listeners to reconstruct what they observed and become less sensitive 


to message disorganization. 


The present study SREOE TOS tes a dosten which should reduce 


« 


or elistinte these criticiss#s of media of presentation, danger of | é 


differences in speaker vocal and ph sical delivery, size of message: 
units, degree of disorganization, ‘additions or deletions from the 
message, 7 lgisgh sufficiency of message duration, Thus a beginning 
can be sade in determining the degree of } Staccmedieesisi necessary 
before an audience becomes aware of atsortentation, Similarly, 
knowledge may be furthered concerning the inpiognss of degree of 
message disorganization on speaker credibility and on acceptance 


of the speaker's position. 


Hypotheses ~" Fo) saa e 
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Three hypotheses were tested, each probing the impact of 


degree of meSaage disorganization on a different dependent variable, 
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Previous findings by Smith, Baker, and Thompson?© clearly suasent 


that audience members will perceive laine SAAOP EAT EESSON atl 
oy 
when extensive. Therefore, we would jexpect’ sat only a critic 


panction toa pubhtantieliy disorgan vod speech but a oa 

critical reaction when that ick sie is ii oe A derivative 

research hypothesis can be stated: ; be @.* , , pe + | 

= (1) Audience canine will dente higher patines ef i 
Pe organization to. an organized argumentative speech’ IR 8 : 


than to 30% and 60% disorganized versions of the A oat . 
‘ same message, ~ are 


Earlier findings by wii es Mehrley!? suggest that. + 
message disorganizatio w reduce attitude change. ¢ Consistent ‘ 
with this suggestio t imposing variation-in degree ‘of disorgan- 
ization, a second Scaaneek hypothesis can be drearsas ¥o probe the 
impact of message disorganization on attitude change. ; 

(2) Progressively more acceptance 

will result when audience men 


speech-than when they hear 30 
versions of the same message. 


of a speaker's eaetdinn 
rs hear ‘an otganized 
and 60% disorganized 


. _ A third research hypothes: is iss ed from the findings by 
sharp, pe NeClung and: by McCroskey ‘and Mehr ey® that message 


Atebvienivation has at. least some negative impact on speaker  ¢ 


. 4 credibility. 


¢ - (3) “A source who has presented ized argumentative - 
speech will be perceived as moré credible than a source 
who has presented either a 30% or a 60% disorganized 
version of the same message, 


’ 
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e Boats Procedure | ’ 


Two-hundred and eighty-seven sfudents comprising six 


discussion sections of the basic speech- course served. as audience 


4 


members for this study. They participated prior to receiving course - . 


17 


instruction in speech ongententions” 

. In preparing the opimuus, message eee this RNSIEy § initial 
attitudes toward sixteen different attitude relearn (ostebitinn 
thesis statements) were surveyed by: means of. a five. stage iakert 


. - stale ranging from sitrmiaty agree” to “strongly didaares, " The a 
attitude statement that best elicited a normal distribution los ‘ 


.: Pesponses on the attitude scale was chosen. > 


. The chosen: attitude statement was used as the thesis in 
\ 


“developing an sseciaantative speech, The prepared: presentation was — 


* 


tined at eight minutés, and fifty-two seconds, sufficient duration 
to reduce ‘the chance that @ listener could reorganize the message 


memory and, therefore, not be influenced by any unstructuring 
created for the experimental conditions’ Five speech faculty 
rs independently acl the speech as well organized, 
Three versions of bie: speech were used in the study, the 
“ prightal’ organized version and two disorganized versions. The two 
disorganized versions scented two separate conditions} (1) a 30% 
, disorganized speech, and (2). a 60% tiereanteet speech, These two! | 
pareLs of disorganization were ‘achieved by relocation of sentences 


within the entire speech. Ae ‘a 


‘ . | 5 
‘ f ; 
_im SPeene the disorganized versions of the speech, random- 


ization hace! were used, Each sentence in. the organized speech 
"was assigned a number. .A randoa drawing of these nunbers determined eM 
each condition, The first drawing determined the 30% of the sentences xe 
+t would be relocated for the first Aisorganised-version of the apes 
These 30% were then used tor a separate random drawing to determine 
the new Looatstil for neh sertanoes No wentence in this second draw- * Va 
Ang allowed ‘to be assigned its culgtanl location, For the 60% . ( 
diso zed. version, an additional 30% of the sentences were drawn | 
and reassigned using the randomization procedure. — 
A professional speaker from the speech faculty was selected — 
for videotaping. He dudiversd the organized version of the spéech, 
Videotape editing procedures were used: to create the 30% and 
60% disorganized versions of the speech dictated by the tandomization 
procedure, : At the time of the original videotaping, three separate , 
videotapes were nade at once. Three cameras were used, One video- 
tape resulted eda a mixed selection from the three cameras, Each of 
the other videotapes was obtained from the signal of only one camera, ~ 
one tape from the camera to the left of center, and one tina) from the 
camera to the wieht: of ‘center. The mixed selection videotape recording 
gerved as the master within ‘which sentences were relocated, The other 
tapes were used during the editing procedure when a speaker change in 
physical position would otherwise be distorted through editing use of 
ie master alone. The finad edited versions were compared and con- * ; J 
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t ae ; h 5 - @ 
‘trasted with the original aaster tape = thrée re ae televi- 


sion directors. These directors agreed that the ‘editing was oxitiens 


sional and that’ the editing aia not in-itself constitute a distraction.” 
’ The speech conditions employed in this study cennsaned 

strengths over condi tons used, by previous researchers. a presen- Y 

tation by the speaker -was used, not several. Material was asd: for 

relocation other than only paragraphs: or Sther iain speech ri , $ 


The apEtEAE was sth audible and visible to the audience under each 


. hghertens enna a videotaped presentation was used. 


‘The six discussion sections of the basic. course were random]y < 


‘combined into three groups. Group number’ one viewed the organized - 


Roars eodie number two the 30% aaa speech, and ae 
number three the 60% vee cae speech, Following each viewing, ts 
the students filled out a “questionnaire, - aie m8 . : * 
The questionnaire Contained three measuring instrunents, 

A nine space scale extending fron "well organized" ba "poorly 

organized” was employed for avainatdod ofthe oe Six semantic 
differential scales were used for assessment of the epeekes! 8 “ered= 
ibility. These were the six scales originally developed by James 

YcCroskey to measure the authority and character dimensions of 
credibility.19 Finally, one question employed a nine space scale 

ranging from "strongly agree” to "strongly tneene" to evaluate 

the position advocated by the speaker, ; oo 


Results - Soe 


Highly significant $itivenan favoring the organised 
Pex presentation eee Poul an weakintions of organization when the ‘'~ 
. ss organized speech was, compared with @ither the 30%.disorganized . 
version or the 60% disorganized version,2° In addition, compar 3 
ison of the 30% disorganized version with the 60% disorganised  & . 
version revealed a significant aifterence favoring the 30% . 
version, Table 1 shows the comparisons of audience evaluations: 
f of speaker message organi antkation under the conditions of O%, 30%, ie 
é | A and 60% disorganization. : . 7 
The oxganized speech produced’ esibiagliks greater 
; | acceptance of the speaker's position t an_did either of the F 
ah disorganized versions, Neither of the disorganized versions of 
the speech was significantly, nore persuasive than the other in 
dhe direction advocated by the speaker. Attitudinal Gompereyane 
are, shown in Jable b, ; ce 2 e 
' The organized epeech cee a significantly more pi rtine 
assessment of the speaker's credibility than did either of the 


@isorganized versions. Yet, credibility ratings produced ‘by the 


ta 


30% disorganized vérsion of the speech were not significantly 

different from the ratings produced by the 60%. disorganized ts 
version. The results varied when responses of the three research — 

groups were compared on the na aoparate dimensions of credibility, ‘ _¢ 


character and euthority. ” Group, comparisans of the vatings ravexlat . 


“F 


es : 


a = -TABLE 1 - ? 
COMPARISONS OF AUDIENCE EVALUATIONS OF SPEAKER MESSAGE ORGANIZATION. 
UNDER CONDITIONS OF 0%, 30%, and 60% DISQRGANIZATION , 


a 


as. . : - 


- Conditions of- : 
Standard - Standard 


Message Disorga- a oP , 
nization Compared on Mean X-Y Deviation Error t 
‘Zero Percent | ‘97 2.753 1.732 £176 | 
Thirty Percent 95 5.758 2.868 ~ 294 : 
Re ‘ : -3.01 a 8.60% 
. : ‘is & 
“Zero Percent * 97 - 2.753 Tae 176 
Sixty Percent - 95 6.522 "2662 270 4." 
ay .* ; ‘ -3.77- — 11,42 
a ' : - 4 ¥, 7 : ; 
| Thirty Percent ‘95 5.758 “1 2.868 6294 . 
‘Sixty Percent 95° 6.522 r 2.662 °-  .278 
. ; ba : % 76 ; oT 7 1. Sig 
*p = <.05; one-tailed test. 
tp = ¢.01; one-tailed test. ; 
¢ [: . U ‘ 
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eas ‘ TABLE 2 4 ae 
* ' COMPARISON OF AUDIENCE ATTITUDES RESULTING FROM EXPOSURE TO A SPEAKER'S 


. MESSAGE UNDER a OF 0%, 30%, and 60% DISORGANIZATION 
. ‘ : x : 


‘Conditions of 


Message Disorga- . oa Standard Standard 
zation Com don Mean X=Y “Deviation ‘Error t 
~ m a 
Ze ent 97 2.815 . 4.927 * 420 
- ' Thirty Percent 95. 3.93% .-« 2,624 P , 
a p = . >. a P -1.12 se Z0HF 
» aa ie eel 
Zezo Percent 97 °2.815 Age: BOL 
Sixty Percent 95 3.925 ( 2.651, oe 
_ a4 “1.11 eo 3.17"# 
a! ; : ; : 
Thirty Percent 95 3.934 < 2.624 Tyee 
Sixty Percent 95 3.925 . 2.652- 2275 
ek ies +01 | "03 
d 2 * €.053 one-tailed test. ‘ a . “ 
**p =¢.01) one-tailed test. : 7 
* 


oA 


that the organized speech produced a significantly higher evaluation “ 


* 


of the speaker's character than either the ‘30% or 60% disorganized 
versions, The speaker's character was not viewed as significantly 
different when results from presentations of the two disorganized 
versions of the speech were compared, Finally, group comparisons 

on the aithority dimerision revealed discrepant results, The speaker 
was view as significantly more authoritative when he delivered the 
organized speech than when he EO, 30% disorganized version; 
however, he was not viewed as significantly more authoritative when 
his organized presentation was compared with his 60% disorganized . 
presentation, Comparison of the two disorganized versions displayed. 
no significant OI be evaluation of speaker authority, basis 


, pale. 
3 shows the comparative luence on apeiar credibility of the thee 


= 


_ conditions of message disorganization, 


i : 
Discussion 
These audience members without special training in’ speech 
organization were able to distinguish between a speech that was 
well organized and versions ‘of that speech that had ae and st 


df the sentences randomly eéidcated, 


as yet no basis for specifying the mifimal percentage of relocated 
sssheccen fee randomization ) that would cause audience criticism of 
speech organization, 

The importance of speech organization was demonstrated by 
more than audience ability to perceive its presence oe partial 


“~ 


i . - TABLE 3 : 
\CQMPARISONS OF SPEAKER IBILITY SCORES RESULTING FROM AUDIENCE ° 


, EXPOSURE TO A SP. "S MESSAGE UNDER CONDITIONS . 
, ; OF 0%, 30%, AND.60% DISORGANIZATION . 2 
‘a . . oA , 
Dimensions of Conditions of nae ic 
Credibility Message Disorga- te 
nization Compared Mean X- 4 
Character and Zero Percent 97 22.80 
Authority Thirty Percent 95 ° 25.29 
Combined 3 , ‘ 7 F =2 49 2 . 17* 
_ Zero Percent + OF 22.80 * 
F * Sixty Percent ‘95 25.39 
. -2.59 2.32* 
n ; : a 
Thirty Percent 95 25.29 ; 
Sixty pe 95 25.39 


“1,23 * 1/93* ** 


' Zero Percent” ~~ 97 12.28 } 


Sixty Percent “« ‘QS 33.87 


-1 . 59 2 e 65"* YS 
Thirty Percent | .95 13,51 . 


; Sixty Percent *95.- ‘13. 87 ; 
a . bed 36 . 58 
Authority Zero Percent! | ‘97 10:53 
Thirty Percent 95 11.79 
. Se Pg, “geld -1.26 1.75* 
Zero Percent - 97 10.53 
‘Sixty Percent 95 Je p, 9 ‘ 
= 099 1536 
Z Thirty Percent 95 11.79 
Sixty Percent | 95 «11.8 ; 
: ‘ + .27 34 
*p = €.05} SSS 77 na aia am aT Caan a meena 
*#p = ¢.01; one-tailed test. , . ee: 3 
i ' 
iy ‘ / 
ie: ¢ td % 
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absence. As in previous studies, a direct relationship was found 


between the presence or absence of satisfactory speech organization ; 

and arenes acceptance of the position advocated by the speaker. 

| In the present study, 30% message dteorganisation was enough ro . 

. reduce persuasion significantly compared with the etteots: of the 

organized message. Organization appears clearly setated to 

pereninivensen, rs ‘ , * 

Previous studies have found a relationship between speech 

: | organization (or disorganization) and speaker credibility. The 
present study found significantly: higher speaker credibility é 
resulting from the organized speech compared with the two versione 
containing “30% and 60% of the sentences randomly relocated, But . 
of previous Senet only KeCroskey and Mehrley examined the influ- 


| “ ence on the different dimensions of credibility.?+ 


The present 
study examined only two of those dimensions, yet found results that 
largely contradict those reported by McCroskey and Mehrley. _ The 
two earlier researchers found no significant influence of message 4 
ofganizetion versus divovcartaatéon on the character dimension, 
. The present study revealed a Seiten influence on the character 
ve dimension. McCroskey and ‘Mehrley reported that organization. etgnis- 
icantly influenced the sudiartity dimension; whereas, the present study 
revealed significant influence only when the effects of the organized © 
speech were compared with those of the 30% disorganized version, but. 
ua . 4 


not when compared with the 60% disorganized version, Still the 
evaluation of the authority dimension comparing the 30% and the 60% 


« 


eng. ind athitids ‘change. Whatever that ninin 


16 


versions of the speech revealed no sigenificaht difference, There 
are nd evident clues in the: present study to explain why 30% die- 


organization significantly reduced the suthority of the speaker tut 
60% disdrganization did not. Though a definite relationship 
’ Aga to exist between speech organization and ¢ bility, more 
research. is necessary to determine the precise na ‘of the 


relationship to_ the dimensions of speaker credibility. 


Now the search goes on fot a minimal level of disorgan- \ ~ | 


ization that an audience can identify and that will 


> een 
asd bably somewhere betwen a’well organized \speech sn 
50K. dtsorgaitsation. ‘ 4 
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